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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-21 are presented for examination. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 8/18/2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7 5 13 and 15-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Donoho et al (Donoho), US 6,801,929, in view of Focsancanu et al (Focsancanu), US 
5,991,292. 



5. 



Donoho and Focsancanu were cited in the previous office action. 
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6. As per claim 1, Donoho teaches an informing system for providing information through a 
local area network having a plurality of devices (col. 5, lines 41-44), the informing system 
comprising: 

a. A communication device that communicates at least with the plurality of devices 
within the local are network (Fig.l, col.5, lines 41-44, 50-58: advice provider 10 
and consumers 14a- 14c where they are represented by computers, col. 77, lines 
30-42); 

b. A properties file producing device (Fig.5, item 50, col. 8, lines 9-16; wherein the 
directory directly or indirectly produces the advisory file) that produces a 
properties file (col. 13, lines 60-67, col. 14, lines 1-17, 26-59) showing settings 
(col.23 5 lines 27-57, a sample of the advisory file) related to at least one of the 
following: 

c. Whether or not an informing job has priority over other informing jobs, whether 
the informing job will be performed automatically or manually (col. 8, lines 55- 
67), a range of the informing job (col. 8, lines 55-67, wherein the job is performed 
automatically; col.14, lines 25-55, wherein the range of jobs are types of 
advisories sent out); 

d. Wherein when information is received at the communication device, a 
determination is made on how to provide the received information based on 
setting include in the properties files (col.2, lines 47-67, col. 3, lines 1-5, col. 23, 
lines 27-57, col.16, lines 1-15); 
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e. An informing device that provides the received information to at least one of the 
plurality of devices within the local area network according to the determination 
made based on the settings in the properties file produced by the properties file 
producing device (col.5, lines 41-44, 50-58, col. 16, lines 10-15, col.23, lines 27- 
57); 

7. Donoho does not explicitly teach which of the plurality of devices on the local are 
network will perform the informing job. However, Focsancanu teaches which device on the 
network will perform the informing job (col. 15, lines 33-50), in order to avoid communication 
device failure. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate Focsancanu with Donoho because the combination would 
improve the functionality for Donoho 's system by allowing the user to specify in the user profile 
which device will act as the informing device. ■ 

8. As per claim 3, Donoho and Focsancanu teach the informing system as defined in claim 
1 . Donoho further teaches that the local area network is a home network in a home (col.5, lines 
40-45). 

9. As per claim 5, Donoho teaches a server that stores the properties file produced by the 
properties file producing device (col 102, lines 1-25, wherein the servers here are the advise 
provider sites), the remainder of claim 5 is rejected for the same reasons as rejected to claim 1 
above. 
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10. As per claim 7, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as rejection to claim 3 above. 

11. As per claim 13, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as rejection to claim 1 above. 

12. As per claim 15, Donoho and Focsancanu teach the informing system as defined in claim 

13. Donoho further teaches that providing information according to the determination made 
based on the settings in the properties file further includes transferring the received information 
to one of the plurality of devices on the network based on the setting in the properties file (col.2, 
lines 47-67, col.3, lines 1-5, col.14, lines 39-58, col.16, lines 1-15, col.23, lines 27-57). Donoho 
does not explicitly teach which of the plurality of devices on the local are network will perform 
the informing job. However, Focsancanu teaches which device on the network will perform the 
informing job (col. 15, lines 33-50), in order to avoid communication device failure. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate Focsancanu with Donoho because the combination would improve the functionality 
for Donoho's system by allowing the user to specify in the user profile which device will act as 
the informing device. 

13. As per claim 16, Donoho and Focsancanu teach the informing system as defined in claim 
13. Donoho further teaches that whether or not an informing job has priority over other 
informing jobs (col.43, lines 45-63) further includes establishing a communication channel 
between a device storing the properties file (Figs.l and 5, item 50) and another of the plurality of 



Application/Control Number: 09/94 1,563 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2152 

devices (Fig.l, 14a- 14c) on the local area network based on the setting in the properties files 
(col. 14, lines 39-58, col.23, lines 27-57). 

14. As per claim 17, Donoho and Focsancanu disclose the invention substantially as claimed 
as described in claim 1 above. Donoho further teaches that the system produces the property file 
according to a user's input operation (col.7, lines 39-63). 

15. As per claim 18, Donoho and Focsancanu disclose the invention substantially as claimed 
as described in claim 1 above. Donoho further teaches that the system produces the property file 
according a user's input operation in a properties screen (col.7, lines 39-63, col.8, lines 38-44). 

16. As per claim 19, Donoho and Focsancanu disclose the invention substantially as claimed 
as described in claim 1 above. Donoho further teaches that the system produces the properties 
file of one of the plurality of devices within the local area network (col. 13, lines 60-67, col. 14, 
lines 1-17, 26-59), wherein a local area network is a home network (col.5, lines 40-45). Donoho 
and Focsancanu did not explicitly teach that the one of the plurality of devices is selected on a 
selection screen. However, Donoho provided motivation to use user interfaces for inputs. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art a the time the invention was made to 
incorporate Donoho and Focsancanu' s system with graphical user interfaces or touch input 
screens to provide easy input functionalities. 
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17. As per claim 20, Donoho and Focsancanu disclose the invention substantially as claimed 
as described in claim 1 above. Donoho further teaches that the system sends the produced 
properties file to the selected one of the plurality of devices (col. 2, lines 47-67, col. 3, lines 1-5). 

18. As per claim 2 1 , Donoho and Focsancanu disclose the invention substantially as claimed 
as described in claim 1 above. Donoho further teaches that the system sends the produced 
properties file to the selected one of the plurality of devices together with information (col.2, 
lines 47-67, col.3, lines 1-5). 

19. Claims 2, 4, 6, and 8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Donoho 
and Focsancanu as applied to claims 1, 3, 5 and 7 above, and further in view of Stumer, US 
2002/0064271. 

20. Stumer was cited in the previous office action. 

21 . As per claim 2, Donoho and Focsancanu disclose the invention substantially as claimed 
as described in claim 1 above. Donoho and Focsancanu do not explicitly teach informing device 
for turning on a device if the device property file shows that the job from the informing device 
has higher property. However, in the same field of endeavor, Stumer teaches an embodiment of 
NRCR system for optimization ([0027]), which is capable of turning on i.e. wake up, a device in 
a network; based on priority ([0049]). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate such capability as taught in Stumer 
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with Donoho and Focsancanu in order to optimize efficiency of Donoho and Focsancanu's 
system as suggested (Stumer, [0002]). 

22. As per claims 4, 6 and 8, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as rejection to claim 
2 above. 

23. Claims 9 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Donoho 
and Focsancanu as applied to claim 5 above, and further in view of Kang, US 2003/0074450. 

24. Kang was cited in the previous office action. 

25. As per claim 9, Donoho and Focsancanu disclose the invention substantially as claimed 
as described in claim 5 above. Donoho and Focsancanu do not explicitly teach server is one of a 
refrigerator and a telephone that can transmit and receive information through the local are 
network. However, in the same field of endeavor, Kang teaches a home network system 
comprising a plurality of home appliances ([0024]), which are capable of transmitting signals 
with each other so that one or more of the devices can control the other devices ([0024]). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate Kang with Donoho and Focsancanu because combination would improve the 
functionality for Donoho and Focsancanu's system by monitoring and control status of devices 
within a home network comprising various appliances (Kang, [0024], [0010-0012]). 
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26. As per claim 1 1, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as rejection to claim 3 above. 

27. Claims 10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Donoho, Focsancanu and Kang as applied to claims 9 and 1 1 above, and further in view of 
Stumer. 

28; As per claims 10 and 12, the claims are rejected for the same reasons as rejection to claim 
2 above. 

29. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Donoho and 
Focsancanu as applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of applicant admitted prior art 
(AAPA). 

30. As per claim 14, Donoho and Focsancanu teach the informing system as defined in claim 
13. Donoho further taught that the informing job will be performed automatically or manually 
(col. 8, lines 55-67). Donoho and Focsancanu did not specifically teach to transferring the 
information to a printing device for printing. AAPA taught to send request regarding print jobs 
for printing at a printer (page 1, lines 8-11 of the specification). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teachings of 
Donoho, Focsancanu and AAPA to enable information such as a print job request to be 
transmitted to a printer to perform printings. 
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Response to Arguments 

3 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 8/1 8/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

32. In the remark, applicant argued (1) Donoho fail to teach the properties file producing * 
device and the properties file as claimed. There are no settings in the advisory file that include 
any of those elements as recited in claim 1 . Further there are no settings in the advisory file that 
contribute to determining how the received information should be provided. (2) There is no 
information in the SDF that teaches settings relating to whether the information job will be 
performed automatically or manually and further, the SDF is not the advisory file the Examiner 
is relying to teach the properties files of the claimed invention. The advisory information is not 
provided to at least one of the plurality of devices within the local area network according to the 
determination made based on the settings in the properties file produced by the properties file 
producing device. (3) Donoho and Focsancanu alone or in combination, fail to teach or suggest 
"transferring the received information to one of the plurality of devices on the network based on 
the setting, relating to which of the plurality of devices on the local area network will perform 
the informing job, in the properties file" as recited in claim 15. (4) There is no teaching in 
Donoho of a local area network, the communication channel between the advice provider's site 
and the advice read is not based on any information that is stored in the advisory file, there are no 
plurality of devices. 



33. 



Examiner traverse the argument: 
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As to point (1), Donoho taught to produce properties file (col. 13, lines 60-67, col. 14, lines 1-17, 
26-59) showing settings related to at least one of whether or not an informing job has priority 
over other informing jobs, whether the informing job will be performed automatically or 
manually (col.8, lines 55-67), a range of the informing job (col. 8, lines 55-67, wherein the job is 
performed automatically; col. 14, lines 25-55, wherein the range of jobs are types of advisories 
sent out). Donoho reference clearly fulfills the claimed limitation of "at least one" by teaching 
one and more of the related settings. 

As to point (2), although SDF does not the advisory file, Donoho taught in column 8, lines 55-67 
to show that informing job may be either automatically or manually. Donoho further taught that 
determination is made on how to provide the received information based on setting include in the 
properties files (col.2, lines 47-67, col. 3, lines 1-5: based on information which is inaccessible to 
other communications protocols, time element... etc). 

As to point (3), Donoho teaches that providing information according to the determination made 
based on the settings in the properties file further includes transferring the received information 
to one of the plurality of devices on the network based on the setting in the properties file (col.2, 
lines 47-67, col. 3, lines 1-5, col. 14, lines 39-58, col. 16, lines 1-15, col. 23, lines 27-57). Donoho 
does not explicitly teach which of the plurality of devices on the local are network will perform 
the informing job. However, Focsancanu teaches which device on the network will perform the 
informing job (col. 15, lines 33-50), in order to avoid communication device failure. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate Focsancanu with Donoho because the combination would improve the functionality 
for Donoho's system by allowing the user to specify in the user profile which device will act as 
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the informing device. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any 
judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight 
reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of 
ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge 
gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re 
McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). The combination of Donoho and 
Focsancanu is obvious to one or ordinary skill in the art to provide a task distribution method 
with load balancing (e.g. determine which device is able to process the task) to Donoho's system. 
As to point (4), Donoho explicitly suggested that the invention to be implemented on 
infrastructures such as intranets, Internet, WWW and related services (col. 5, lines 41-44, 64-67, 
col. 6, lines l-6col.l0, lines 48-53). Focsancanu taught which device on the LAN will perform 
the informing job (col. 15, lines 33-50), in order to avoid communication device failure. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate Focsancanu with Donoho because the combination would improve the functionality 
for Donoho' s system by allowing the user to specify in the user profile which device will act as 
the informing device. Donoho further taught the communication channel is based on the setting 
stored in the advisory file (col. 14, lines 39-58, col.23, lines 27-57) and that the network include a 
plurality of devices (Fig. 1). 



Conclusion 
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34. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Cruickshank et al, US 6,888,927. 

35. A shortened statutory period for reply to this Office action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. 

36. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenny Lin whose telephone number is (571) 272-3968. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 AM to 5 PM Tue.-Fri. and every other Monday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on (571) 272-3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). 



ksl 

October 26, 2006 




